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REMARKS 

Claims I to 3, 7, 8, 10, and 12 to 15 have been amended, and claims 4, 6 and 14 
have been canceled. Accordingly, claims 1 to 3, 5, 7 to 15, and 1 6 remain pending in this patent 
application. Applicants now address each and every point raised by the Examiner in the above- 
noted o£Gc6 action as follows: 

L Rejection of Claims Under Section 102 Based on Vaughan 

Claims 1 to 3, and 7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by Vaughan, As an initial matter. Applicants note that radependent claim 1 
has been amended to clarify that the invention includes the feature that the exhaust gas that is 
expelled from the exhaust port of one piston cylinder is transferred and introduced into the 
exhaust port of another different piston cylinder for combustion. 

Vaughan discloses an internal combustion engine that includes a piston cylinder 
exhaust port that communicates with a chamber. The pressurized exhaust gas at the end of a 
piston combustion stroke is stored in the chamber and is reintroduced back through the same port 
into the same cylinder during a piston intake stroke. 

Vaughan fails to disclose the invention feature of receiving exhaust gas from the 
exhaust port of one piston cylinder and transferring it to a different piston cylinder for 
combustion. To be a properly anticipating reference under Section 102, the cited reference must 
discloses each and every feature recited in the subject claim- Here, since Vaughan does not do 
this. Applicants submit that the subject matter of amended independent claim 1 is not anticipated 
based on Vaughan, and respectfully request that the rejection of independent claim 1 , and claims 
2 and 3 depending therefrom, under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Regarding independent claim 7, this claim initially filed disclosed the invention 
feature of transferring exhaust gas received from an exhaust gas port of one piston cylinder to 
another different piston cylinder as discussed above for amended independent claim 1. 
Accordingly, for the same reasons noted above, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
of independent claim 7 under 35 U-S-C. §102(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

IL Rejection of Claims Under Section 102 Based on Pahlstrom 

Claims 1 to 4, and 7 have been rejected under 35 U.S,C. §1 02(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by Dahlstrom. Claim 4 has been cancelled, thereby obviating the rejection 
as to this claim. Applicants note that independent claim 1 has been amended in the manner 
described above in Section I; namely, to clarify that the invention includes the feature that the 
exhaust gas expelled fifom the exhaust port of one piston cylinder is transferred and introduced 
into the exhaust port of another different piston cylinder for combustion. 

Like Vaughan, Dahlstrom too discloses an internal combustion engine that 
includes a piston cylinder exhaust port that communicates with a chamber- The chamber is used 
for receiving and storing pressurized exhaxist gas at the end of a piston combustion stroke, and 
reintroduces the stored exhaust gas througjh the same port into the same cylinder during a piston 
intake stroke. 

Dahlstrom fails to disclose the invention feature of receiving eshaust gas received 
from the exhaust port of one piston cylinder and transferring it to a different piston cylinder for 
combustion. To be a properly anticipating reference under Section 102, the cited reference must 
discloses each and every feature recited in the subject claim. Here, since Dahlstrom does not do 
this, Applicants submit that the subject matter of amended independent claim 1 is not anticipated 
based on Dahlstrom, and respectfully request that the rejection of independent claim 1 , and 
claims 2 to 4 depending therefrom, under 35 U,S.C. § 102(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Regarding independent claim 7, as noted above in Section I, this claim as initially 
filed disclosed the invention feature of transfemng exhaust gas received from an exhaust gas port 
of one piston cylinder to another piston cylinder. Accordingly, for the same reasons noted above. 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of independent claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) 
be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

m. Re jection of Claims Under Section 1 02 Based on Harper 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 7, and 9 to 11 have been rejected under 35 U.S C. §102(b) as bemg 
allegedly anticipated by Dahlstrom. Applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 7 to 
clarify that the volume of exhaust gas received from the exhaust port of one piston cylinder is 
directed to the exhaust port of another different piston cylinder without ad ding air. 

Harper discloses a combustion engine comprising exhaust ports (27) that are 
connected via ports (33) to chambers (31 and 31') where the exhaust gas collected from one or 
more piston cylinder is combined with fresh air prior to be introduced into the piston cylinder for 
combustion. Harper fails to disclose a constmction as claimed that provides for the transport of 
exhaust gas from one piston cylinder to another different piston cylinder without fresh air 
mixing. 

To be a properly anticipating reference under Section 102, the cited reference 
must discloses each and every feature recited in the subject claim. Here, since Harper does not 
do this, Applicants submit that the subject matter of amended independent claims I and 7 is not 
anticipated based on Dahlstrom, and respectfully request that the rejection of independent claims 
1 and 7, and claims 5 and 9 depending respectively therefrom, under 35 U.S,C, §102(b) be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Regarding independent claim 10, this claim as initially filed included the feature 
of a turbocharger connected to the engine. Haiper fails to disclose use of a turbocharger in 
conjunction with its intemal combustion engine. Apphcants, therefore, submit that Harper does 
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not properly anticipate the subject matter recited in claim 10, and respectfully requests that the 
rejection of claim 11, depending therefirara, under 35 U,S.C. §102(b) be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

IV, Rqection of Claims Under Section 102 Based on Motovama 

Claims 1, 2, 6 and 8 have been rejected mider 35 U,S.C, § 102(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by Motoyama. Claim 6 has been cancelled, thereby obviating the rejection 
of this claim. As noted above, independent claims 1 and 7 include the invention feature ttiat the 
exhaust gas received 6om the exhaust port of one piston cylinder is directed to the exhaust port 
of another different piston cylinder. 

As best understood^ Motoyama discloses a two-stroke internal combustion engine 
that includes a piston cylinder exhaust port that conununicates with a chamber that directs and 
reintroduces the pressurized exhaust ga$ back into the same cylinder for combustion. 

Accordingly, Motoyama fails to disclose the invention features of receiving 
exhaust gas from the exhaust port of one piston cylinder and transfening it to a different piston 
cylinder for combustion. To be a properly anticipating reference under Section 102, the cited 
reference must discloses each and every feature recited in the subject claim. Here, since 
Motoyama does not do this, Applicants submit that the subject matter of amended independent 
claim 1 is not anticipated based on Motoyama, and respectfully request that the rejection of 
independent claims 1 and 7, and clauns 2, 6 and 8 depending therefix>m, under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) 
be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

V. Rejection of Claims Under Section 102 Based on Matsuoka 

Claims 15 and 16 have been rejected under 35 U.S-C. § 102(b) as being allegedly 
anticipated by Matsuoka. Initially, independent claim 15 has been amended to clarify that the 
exhaust gas received from the exhaust port of one piston cylinder is directed to the exhaust port 
of another different piston cylinder, 
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As best understoodp Matsuoka discloses an internal combustion engine equipped 
with a turbocharger, wherein the internal combustion engine includes exhaust ports in a lower 
portion of the piston cylinder for transporting exhaust gas to the turbocharger. This is in addition 
to exhaust gas that is received by the turbocharger via the piston cylinder exhaust valve. 
Matsuoka. however^ does not disclose the concept of transferring exhaust gas from the exhaust 
port of one piston cylinder to the exhaust port of another diflferent piston cylinder for subsequent 
combustion. 

To be a properly anticipating reference under Section 102, the cited reference 
must discloses each and every feature recited in the subject claim. Here, since Matsuoka does 
not do this. Applicants submit that the subject matter of amended independent claim 15 is not 
anticipated based on Matsuoka^ and respectfully request that the rejection of independent claim 
15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Regarding independent claim 16, this claim as originally filed included the claim 
featui^ that the exhaust gas removed fiom the exhaust port of a piston cylinder during the bottom 
of the piston work stroke is reintroduced into the piston cylinder when the piston is at Ihe bottom 
of its compression stroke. Matsuoka does not disclose this feature, as the exhaust gas removed 
from the piston cylinders is directed to the turbocharger and is not reintroduced back into the 
piston cylinder. 

Since Matsuoka fails to disclose diis invention feature. Applicants submit that die 
subject matter of independent claim 16 is not anticipated based on Matsuoka, and respectfully 
request that the rejection of independent claim 16 tinder 35 U.S.C. §102(b) be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

VI. Allowable Claims 

Claims 12 and 13 have been identified as being allowable if rewritten into 
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independent form. Applicants have rewritten these claims into independent form and hereby 
accept the allowance of these claims. 


VII. Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of the claims under 35 U*S*C. 
§ 1 02(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn, and that claims 1 to 3, 5, 7 to 1 5, 1 6 pending in this 
patent application be passed to allowance. 


Respectfully submitted. 

Date: 12^2.^-^4-^ 

Grant T. Langton 
Reg. No. 39J39 


Correspondence Address: 
John Christopher James 
Reg. No. 40,660 
Hone3rwell International, Inc, 
23326 Hawthome Boulevard 
Suite 200 

Torrance, CA 90505 
(310)791-9120 
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